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Assessing module-specific change within subjects (thus only including TC1 and TC2), and with equally sized groups for each module, we repeated the between-module comparison without TC3 included (see fig. S7 and table S8). We observed similar findings as in our main results. Presence showed increases in left PFC extending to anterior insula (FWE<0.001), right PFC extending to inferior frontal gyrus and anterior cingulate (FWE<0.001), left superior frontal extending to premotor regions (FWE<0.05) and left occipital lobe extending to inferior temporal gyrus (FWE<0.001). Affect showed marked changes in left inferior temporal lobe (FWE<0.05), left posterior cingulate gyrus and precuneus (FWE<0.001), right lingual gyrus (FWE<0.005), right parahippocampal regions (FWE<0.01), and right opercular regions extending to supramarginal gyrus and precentral gyrus (FWE<0.001). Last, Perspective showed increases in right middle temporal regions (FWE<0.05) and left calcarine regions (FWE=0.05).
To test whether effects of Affect and Perspective training were more marked in individuals with better mindfulness skills, we correlated change in mPFC observed in Presence (as an adhoc marker of induced mindfulness skills) with brain change in Affect and Perspective (fig. S8 and table S10). Individuals with heightened change in mPFC during Presence indeed showed more marked thickness increases in left temporal parietal areas (FWE<0.001).
Conversely, we did not observe a positive modulation of Affect increases by increases in mPFC in Presence.
To explore whether areas of training-related cortical thickness increases in the three focused mental training modules (Presence, Affect, Perspective) coincided with postulated functional networks, we overlaid the significant change masks (FWE<0.05) onto functional MRI activations observed at baseline in the same participants during tasks probing attention, socioaffective, and socio-cognitive processing (8, 47) (see fig. S9 ). Presence increases overlapped with functional activation during an executive attention task at baseline in right superior frontal regions as well as left temporal-parietal regions, whereas Affect-related cortical thickness increases overlapped with functional activations during socio-affective processing in left PCC, right SMG, right dlPFC, and right operculum. On the other hand, Perspective related increases overlapped with functional activations during socio-cognitive processing in left ventrolateral PFC and right middle temporal cortices. fig. S1 . Overall training effect. Overall effect of the ReSource training (T0T3), by contrasting training (T0T1: n=64+68, T1T2: n=63+62, T2T3: n=64+57) versus RCC (T0T1: n=72, T1T2: n=65, T2T3: n=68), where red-yellow indicates relative increases, and blue indicates relative decreases. Below bar-charts of mean change  95%-confidence interval of the combined clusters of relative increase in each module, plotted per Cohort and per time-point. The colors represent the content of the training, or Retest Control (blue). Findings were corrected for multiple comparisons using random field theory for non-isotropic images (105) controlling the probability of reporting a family-wise error (FWE) to FWE<0.05 (cluster-defining threshold (CDT) p=0.025). fig. S4. Module-specific changes compared to RCC. Structural changes in each module (Presence, Perspective, Affect) contrasted against RCC in the respective time-point (T0T1, T1T2, T2T3) in TC1 and TC2. Findings in both groups are intersected to illustrate consistency. Structural change in Presence (yellow, from T0T1) in TC1 (n=68) and TC2 (n=64), Affect (red, n=62, TC1: T1T2 and TC2: n=64, T2T3), and Perspective (green, TC2: n=63, T1T2 and TC1: n=57, T2T3). Findings were corrected for multiple comparisons using random field theory for non-isotropic images (105) controlling the probability of reporting a family-wise error (FWE) to FWE<0.05 (cluster-defining threshold (CDT) p=0.025). Findings significant at FWE<0.05 with a conservative CDT (p=0.001) are highlighted with black outlines.
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fig. S5. Affect versus Perspective from T1 to T3. Differential structural relative increases for Affect (n=126) and Perspective (n=120), contrasted against each other within subjects across time-points (T1T2 and T2T3), thus excluding TC3 (who were evaluated from T0T1). Change in Affect (red, TC1: T1T2 and TC2: T2T3) and Perspective (green, TC2: T1T2 and TC1: T2T3). Bar-charts of mean change  95%-confidence interval of the combined clusters of relative increase in each module, plotted per Cohort. The colors represent the content of the training, or Retest Control (blue). Findings were corrected for multiple comparisons using random field theory for non-isotropic images (105) controlling the probability of reporting a family-wise error (FWE) to FWE<0.05 (cluster-defining threshold (CDT) p=0.025). Findings significant at FWE<0.05 with a stringent CDT (p=0.001) are highlighted with black outlines.
fig. S6
Presence versus Affect (TC3). Differential change in Presence (yellow, n=132, TC1: T0T1 and TC2: T0T1) and Affect (red, n=67, TC3: T0T1). Findings were corrected for multiple comparisons using random field theory for non-isotropic images (105) controlling the probability of reporting a family-wise error (FWE) to FWE<0.05 (cluster-defining threshold (CDT) p=0.025).
fig. S7. Differential change in each module (TC1 and TC2 only). Differential structural increases in the three training modules (Presence (n=132), Perspective (n=120), Affect (n=126)), contrasted against each other across time-points (T0T1, T1T2, T2T3) and in training groups TC1 and TC2. Structural change in Presence (yellow, from T0T1) in TC1 and TC2, Affect (red, TC1: T1T2 and TC2: T2T3), and Perspective (green, TC2: T1T2 and TC1: T2T3). Each training module was contrasted against the average effect of the other two modules, serving as an active control condition. Findings were corrected for multiple comparisons using random field theory for non-isotropic images (105) controlling the probability of reporting a family-wise error (FWE) to FWE<0.05 (cluster-defining threshold (CDT) p=0.025). Findings significant at FWE<0.05 with a conservative CDT (p=0.001) are highlighted with black outlines.
fig. S8. Modulation of change in Affect and
Perspective by Presence increase in medial PFC. Positive modulation of brain change by consistent increases in Presence versus RCC (intersection of TC1 vs RCC and TC2 vs RCC, see further fig. S4) (yellow, TC1: T0T1 and TC2: T0T1), on Affect (n=119) (red, TC1: T1T2 and TC2: T2T3), and Perspective (n=112) (green, TC2: T1T2 and TC1: T2T3). Findings were corrected for multiple comparisons using random field theory for non-isotropic images (105) controlling the probability of reporting a family-wise error (FWE) to FWE<0.05 (cluster-defining threshold (CDT) p=0.025). Fig. 1D superimposed on activation maps from fMRI studies using baseline data from the current sample (8, 47), illustrating overlap with networks involved in attention, social-affective processing, and ToM. For details on statistical thresholds, see Fig. 1 . Supplementary Tables   table S1. Participant inclusion and reason for missing data across the study duration. MR incidental findings are based on T0 radiological evaluations; participants who did not survive MRI quality control refers to movement and/or artefacts in the T1-weighted MRI; dropout details can be found in (44); no MRT: due to illness / scheduling issues / discomfort in scanner; other: non-disclosed. Supplementary Fig. 6 , (x/y/z= MNI coordinates of peak regions; t-value of peak (t-value), degrees of freedom (dfs), p-value of cluster, effect size (Cohen's d)). Supplementary Fig. 8 (x/y/z= MNI coordinates of peak regions; t-value of peak (t-value), degrees of freedom (dfs), p-value of cluster, effect size (Cohen's d)).
fig. S9. Overlap with task-based functional activations at baseline and module-specific training-related cortical thickness increases. Findings in

Contrast
Region x/y/z t-value
Perspective Increases: L angular gyrus (peak) Other: L middle occipital gyrus, L inferior occipital gyrus, L inferior parietal gyrus, L superior temporal gyrus, L mid temporal gyrus -42/-68/31 3.90 108 (df) d=0.48 p<0.001 table S10. Overall change controlled for head motion. Significant clusters from Fig. 1 and 2, controlled for head motion (FD-Power, (113)). T-value of peak (t-value), degrees of freedom (dfs), p-value of cluster, effect size (Cohen's d).
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